The dri~e to measure service quality has become a major focus in many organizations, as the links between service quality and business perfo~ance h~ve become more clear. Similarly, the development of SERVQUAL, an instrument for the measurement of service qua~1ty, has s~urred m~ch_ r~search in this area. Most of the research concerning SERVQUAL has focu~s~ on the psychome~nc properties of_rehab1hty and validity. SERVQUAL has received considerable academic and pract1t10m~r research attention m South Afnca; however, while isolated studies have commented on its robustness none have considered SERYQUAL across a range of industries and settings using different approaches. The study reported here att~mp~s to redres~ t~1s. It rep~rts the resu_lts o_f SERVQUAL studies across a range of organizations and examines issues of reh~b~hty and va_hd1ty. A maJor conclusion 1s that SERVQUAL in a South African context generally possesses strong stallst1cal properties but needs further refinement particularly to overcome problems of discriminant validity. Opportunities for further research are identified. This is a unique international conference which allows academics, training and development practitioners, management consultants, managers and students to discuss, debate and share through workshops, focus sessions and conversation hours around three subthemes: -international perspectives on OB teaching; -pedagogical issues raised by cultural diversity, employment equity and affrimative action; and -organizational redesign and new organizational forms in the 21st century.
Introduction
In the past few years there has been a proliferation of literature on the effective management of service organizations (Albrecht, 1988; Carlzon, 1987; Lovelock, 1983; Mills, 1986; Zeithaml, Parasuraman & Berry, 1990) . A major feature of this has been the competitive focus on service quality, which has been very prominent in the services literature since 1985 (Leonard & Sasser, 1982; Uttal, 1987; Langevin, 1988; Lewis, 1989) . A number of authors (Buzzell & Gale, 1987; Luchs, 1986; Thompson, De Souza & Gale, 1985; Liswood, 1989; Baum, 1990; Berry, Zeithaml & Parasuraman, 1990) , have also highlighted that perceived higher service quality translates into substantially higher profits for services firms. Literature on quality in general, as well as that specific to services, stresses the importance of measuring and monitoring quality (Takeuchi & Quelch, 1983; Martin, 1987; De Souza, 1989; Hensel & Baumgarten, 1988; Davidow & Uttal, 1989; Kier) & Mitchell, 1990; Mangold & Babakus, 1990 ). An early example of the measurement of service quality was the experience of a British bank discussed by Buswell (1983) , which considered such aspects as knowledge of staff, communications, expertise of staff, willingness to lend, and branch design. Richardson & Robinson (1986) assessed the functional quality of service (Gronroos, 1978) provided by bank staff in South Africa. Tansuhaj, Wong & McCullough ( 1987) measured technical and functional items of quality of banks in Thailand.
The development of the SERVQUAL instrument (Parasuraman, ) offered services marketers, perhaps for the first time, an apparently reliable, valid device for the measurement of service quality. If service quality is to be a mechanism for retaining competitive advantage by differentiation as proposed (Porter, 1985; Day & Wensley, 1988) , then it has to be measured if it is to be managed. The rigorous development of the SERVQUAL instrument in the USA has led to its acceptance as a research tool in both aca-demic and commercial applications. However, recent work (for example, Carman, 1990; Cronin & Taylor, 1992) has questioned some aspects of its general applicability, and more specifically, facets of its validity.
The management of service quality is stationed within wider issues of organizational structure, philosophy and culture that can also influence service delivery and ultimately customl!r perceptions of service quality (Bowen & Schneider, 1988; Gronroos, 1984; Heskett, 1987; . This would seem to accentuate Carman's (1990) suggestion that SERVQUAL is not the last word on service quality measurement, and that much further work needs to be done in the field. There have as yet been few authoritative studies published as to the applicability of SERVQUAL outside the USA and with particular reference here, very few in South Africa (see for example Nel & Boshoff, 1991; and Labadie & Harrison, 1991 , for studies published locally; and, Pitt, Oosthuizen & Morris, 1992 for a study published internationally). The question may well be asked, is the SERVQUAL instrument, designed in the United States, essentially under American conditions, a reliable and valid measure of service quality in another country? In this article we present an examination of the reliability and validity of SERVQUAL in four studies, using the instrument under South African conditions.
Frequently the ideas about product quality are not always directly transferable to service quality, for as point out, service quality is more difficult for the consumer to evaluate than goods' quality. Perceptions of service quality result from a comparison of the consumer's expectations, with actual service performance. Quality evaluations are, therefore, not made solely on the outcome of the service, but also involve evaluations of the 'process' of service delivery. The customer obviously has fewer tangible cues when purchasing a service than when purchasing goods. Most researchers and practitioners would now concur that service quality involves a comparison by the customer of expectations with performance, and that obviously no one but the customer/consumer/client/user is able to make this definition (Boothe, 1990) . According to Lewis & Boo~s (1983) , service quality is a measure of how well the service level delivered matches customers' expectations. Therefore delivering service quality means conforming to customers' expectations on a consistent basis. Gronroos ( 1982) ~onten~s that consumers compare the service they expect with their perceptions of the service they receive in their evaluation of service quality. Satisfaction with service can thus be_ related to the disconfirmation paradigm proposed by Churchill & Surprenant ( 1982) . This posits that satisfaction is related to the magnitude and path of the disconfirmation experience, where disconfirmation is related to the individual's initial expectations.
Disconfirmation theory has received much attention in the service quality (specifically), and customer satisfaction (generally) literature (see Assael & Kamins, 1989; Bitner, 1990; Cronin & Morris, 1989; Kamins & Assael, 1987; Oliver, 1980; 198 I ; Oliver & Bearden, 1985; Oliver & De-Sarbo, 1988; Oliver & Swan, 1989; Tse & Wilton, I 988; Wilton & Myers, 1986; Olson & Dover, 1976) . Before discussing the 'quality as perception' approach which forms the base of the propositions to be discussed in this article it is therefore useful to consider the relationships between service quality, attitudes and satisfaction. Researchers have generally distinguished between two constructs, customer satisfaction and attitude. Customer satisfaction is the customer's post-purchase evaluation of a product/service offering (Hunt, 1977) . The customer is satisfied when the offering exceeds expectations relative to competitive offerings, and is dissatisfied when the product/service does not perform as expected. Customer satisfaction or dissatisfaction is typically modelled as a function of disconfirmation, arising from discrepancies between prior expectations and actual performance (Cardozo, 1965; Olshavsky & Miller, 1972; Olson & Dover, 1979) . Customer attitude, in contrast, alludes to an overall evaluation of the product/service, rather than to a global evaluation of a specific transaction (Holbrook & Corfman, 1985; Olshavsky, 1985) . It can thus be argued that satisfaction eventually becomes an input to a less dynamic attitude, although the distinction between the two can become somewhat confused for frequently provided services (Bolton & Drew, 199lb) . Attitude is the customer's global evaluation of the product/service offering, and the recent research in services marketing has centred on the customer's evaluation of the overall excellence or superiority of the service. This has been the focus of the work of . This gap has been modified in subsequent research by measuring expectations on the desired and adequate (minimum) levels. By comparing these levels of expectations with customer perceptions of service delivery, a measure of service superiority (MSS) and measure of service adequacy (MSA) can be identified .
There are thus two sides to the service quality equationnamely expectations (Powers, 1988; Cadotte, Woodruff & Jenkins, 1987; Cronin & Morris, 1989; Swartz & Brown, I 989) , and perceptions (Becker & Wellins, I 990; Bertrand, 1989; Hensel & Baumgarten, 1988; LeBlanc & Nguyen, 1988; Tabacchi & Marshall, 1988; Gronroos, 1988) . Perhaps S.Afr.J.Bus.Manage.1997 28(3) the most widely recognized, and used definition of service quality today is that suggested by , who define it, from the customer's point of view, as a gap between the customer's expectations of a service and the customer's perceptions of the service received.
Service quality: development of a construct
As authorities in the area of goods quality (Crosby, 1979; Garvin, 1983) have suggested, the quality of manufactured products can be measured in a (rela!iv~I~) more ob~ective way by such indicators as durability, rehab1hty, aesthetics, and the number of defects. Service quality is a much more abstract and elusive construct because of the features unique to service, namely intangibility, heterogeneity, and the inseparability of production and consumption. As point out, the measurement of service quality is far less objective from a quantitative point of view. In the absence of objective measures, an appropriate approach for assessing the quality of a firm's service is therefore to measure consumers' perceptions of quality. have defined the service quality construct as the discrepancy, or gap, between the consumer's expectations of a service, and his or her perceptions of the service received. They propose a 22item instrument, a questionnaire called SERVQUAL, as being suitable for measuring this construct. After the construct has been constitutively defined, its measurement definition determines the specific questions to be asked, and how numbers are to be assigned to these. Because the conclusions drawn about the construct are ultimately determined by the responses to the questions asked, it is necessary to consider the properties of the measurement instrument itself. There are two standard measurement criteria for asssessing the appropriateness of any measurement instrument: reliability and validity. Reliability indicates the precision of measurement scores, or how accurately such scores will be reproduced with repeated measurement. As such, reliability has to do with the extent to which measures are free from random error, and yield constant results. Coefficient alpha (a) (Cronbach, 1951) is the most commonly accepted formula for assessing the internal consistency of a multi-item measurement scale.
SERVQUAL Instrument: reliability and validity
Broadly speaking, validity refers to the extent to which differences in observed measurement scores reflect true differ· ences in the characteristic being measured, although, as will be indicated, there are a number of other important facets of validity which bear discussion. Peter ( 1981) argues that construct validity is a necessary condition for theory development and testing because construct validity pertains to the degree of correspondence between constructs and their measure. His overview (and the procedure suggested by Churchill, 1979) of construct validity and construct validation have been followed by a number of serious marketing researchers in recent years in the development of instruments for the measurement of marketing constructs. Peter ( 198 I) indeed posits, that reliability is also an operational issue in the validation of constructs, and along with convergent validity, discriminant va· lidity, and nomological validity are components of what he calls trait validity. Dillon, Madden & Pirtle ( 1987) also suggest that content validity be considered. Any serious attempts at determining and testing the reliability and validity of measuring instruments in marketing should therefore assess these components.
Content validity is an indication of the representativeness of the content of a measurement scale. It focusses on whether the scale items adequately cover the entire domain of the construct under study. Convergent validity, is for purposes of this article a similar component, and is based on the correlation between responses to maximally different measuring methods of gauging the same construct. Content validity of the SERV-QUAL instrument, for example, should be satisfied by this question: does the SERVQUAL scale appear to measure what it is supposed to? Convergent validity should be answered by this question: does a measure of service quality determined by SERVQUAL correspond with other measures of service quality?
Nomological validity refers to an observed relationship between measures purported to assess different (but conceptually related) constructs. If two constructs (C, and C 2 ) are conceptually related, evidence that purported measures of each (M, and M 2 ) are related, is usually accepted as empirical support for the conceptual relationship. Nomological validity in the case of the SERVQUAL scale is indicated if, in a factor analysis, items expected to load together actually do so. Discriminant validity is an indication of the extent to which the measurement scale is novel, and not simply a reflection of some other variable. Discriminant validity in the case of the SERVQUAL scale is indicated in a factor analysis, if the factors, and their items, are truly different from one another.
In their rigorous development of the SERVQUAL scale, subjected it to testing for reliability, and for the other dimensions of validity discussed above. In subsequent work in this regard, a number of authors (Carman, 1990; Babakus & Boller, 1992; Brensinger & Lambert, 1990; Finn & Lamb, 1991; Pitt, Oosthuizen & Morris;  and partially by Lewis, 1991) have examined the reliability and validity of SERVQUAL under a variety of situations and in a number of industries.
Measuring service quality
Parasuraman, operationalized their conceptual model of service quality by following the framework of Churchill ( 1979) for developing measures of marketing constructs. This resulted in a 22-item instrument (SERVQUAL) for assessing customer perceptions of service quality in service and retailing organizations. Underlying the 22 items are five dimensions that the authors claim are used by customers when evaluating service quality, regardless of the type of service. These dimensions are: -Tangibles: physical facilities, equipment, and appearance of personnel. -Reliability: ability to perform the promised service dependably and accurately. -Responsiveness: willingness to help customers and provide prompt service. -Assurance: knowledge and courtesy of employees and their ability to inspire trust and confidence. -Empathy: caring, individualized attention the firm provides its customers.
IIS
The authors concede that items that may be relevant to the discussion of service quality for one particular industry/firm may not be reflected in their generalized instrument. The instrument may, therefore, need to be reworded or augmented when applied in specific applications.
SERVQUAL instrument
The development of the SERVQUAL instrument, a multidimensional questionnaire for the assessment of service quality is described by . The original questionnaire uses a 7-point Likert-type scale anchored on 'strongly disagree' (]) through to 'strongly agree' (7), with half the statements positively, and half negatively worded. The questionnaire was used to assess the service quality perceptions of customers who had recently used the services of five different types of service organizations (essentially following Lovelock's [ I 980] classification). Since I 990 (see Zeithaml, Parasuraman & Berry, 1990) , the SERVQUAL instrument has been changed in one important way: all items are positively stated and scored.
SERVQUAL in some South African situations

Methodology
Questions concerning the applicability of the SERVQUAL instrument would require it to be evaluated across a broad range, or typology, of organizations. Thus it is necessary to allocate specific types of organizations to the various dimensions of the typology used. In this series of studies, the Larsson- Bowen (1989) framework is used, which distinguishes between four basic service organization types according to the degree of customer disposition to participate, and the diversity of demand. As already stated, in the original development of the SERVQUAL instrument, the developers ) also used a typology, that of Lovelock ( 1980) . Replications of original studies are acceptable vehicles for the establishment of reliability and validity of instruments. In generally similar ways, the studies described here replicated parts of the original development process of the SERVQUAL questionnaire , by testing the SERVQUAL instrument in four quite different situations. It should be noted that replicative studies do not need to be conducted in identical ways, nor is the data analysed, or presented, in exactly the same way each time. As Brown & Gaulden (1984) point out, this is indeed acceptable practice in research, and frequently adds valuable insights if replication is to add to the development of theory. It is not absolutely essential that replications of studies be clones of those studies. The nature of the studies is described in Table I .
Hypotheses
Five specific hypotheses regarding the applicability of the SERVQUAL instrument in South Africa are postulated: H,: That SERVQUAL will maintain its reliability under South African conditions (as evidenced by coefficients a, with alphas on dimensions and for the instrument exceeding the customary cut-off point of 0.7 [Carman, 1990] ). H,: That SERVQUAL will maintain convergent validity under South African conditions. (A measure of service quality determined by SERVQUAL will correspond with other measures of service quality. The R 2 in a multiple regression of the service quality dimensions on an overall assessment of service quality will be significant.)
H.: That SERVQUAL will maintain nomological validity under South African conditions. (In a factor analysis of the items in the scale, items that are expected to load together will do so.) H,: That SERVQUAL will maintain discriminant validity under South African conditions. (In a factor analysis of the items in the scale, the factors that emerge will be truly different.)
Results
In this section of the article, the results of the reliability testing of SERVQUAL in each application are presented, together with assessments of the content, convergent, nomological and discriminant validities in each case.
Reliability
The alpha coefficients by dimension, and for the overall SERVQUAL instrument, are reported in studies with regard to reliability as measured by coefficient alpha. H 1 is therefore accepted.
Content validity
In order to assess content validity, respondents in all the studies were required to give an indication of their overall impression of the service quality of the organizations concerned. Table 3 shows the mean SERVQUAL scores for respondents, for each organization, grouped by their overall impression of service, and the SQis (Service Quality Indexes) for respondents by overall impression of service quality.
These results indicate support for the content validity of the SERVQUAL instrument -SERVQUAL scores clearly become more positive as overall service impressions change from poor to excellent. H 2 is thus accepted.
Convergent validity
In order to investigate convergent validity, multiple regression analyses were undertaken, using the overall service quality evaluation as the dependent variable, and the indices on the five dimensions as the predictor variables. Evidence of the convergent validity of a measure is provided by the extent to which it correlates highly with other methods designed to measure the same construct (Churchill, 1979) . While Table 3 provides superficial support for SERVQUAL in this respect, regression of overall service impressions with an overall SERVQUAL score yielded the results reported in Table 4 . In the table the R 2 for the overall regression is reported, and the dimensions are reported for each study simply in terms of whether they were significant or not.
The R 2 for each of the full regressions in all the studies are significant, as can be seen from Table 4. In the case of the graduate business school study, while none of the dimensions was individually significant, the R 2 is. In the other cases, the reliability dimension was significant. In general, however, it can be seen that SERVQUAL correlated well with the individual measures of service quality. H, is thus accepted.
Nomological validity
To establish nomological validity of the SERVQUAL instrument, the data in all cases was subjected to factor analyses, with the number of factors established by the SAS MINEIGEN criterion, which extracts factors with eigenvalues greater than l, then followed by PROMAX rotation, as suggested by Carman ( 1990) . The results of the procedures are reported in Tables 5a, 5b, 5c, 5d, for the four organizations studied. For nomological validity to exist, the items expected to load together in a factor analysis, should do so. It will be noted that the factor analyses did not always result in a five-factor solution -the extraction procedure resulted in solutions ranging from three factors in the case of the retail pharmacies, through four in the case of the airline, to five in the cases of the business school and the broker.
It is apparent from the factor analysis in Table 5a that the service quality study in the case of the regional airline did not result in the same factors, or in the same item-to-factor loadings as in the original SERVQUAL questionnaire development. More importantly, the items that were expected to load together, did not. However, it will also be noted from Table 5a that the items correlate quite strongly with more that one factor in the table, so that in a sense, items that are expected to load together are at least correlated. It would thus seem that the SERVQUAL questionnaire does meet the requirement for being nomologically valid. The results of the procedure for the graduate business school are reported in Table 5b . In the The results of the factor analysis for the broker are reported in Table 5c . As can be seen, items that were expected to load together did so to a large extent. Five factors emerged, but were not exactly as predicted by the study, nor as clearly differential as might be expected. Generally, however, it can be accepted that the SERV-QUAL questionnaire possesses nomological validity in the measurement of service quality in a Larsson-Bowen framework Type III organization, namely a short-term insurance broker. The results of the procedure for the chain of retail pharmacies are reported in Table 5d . The factor analysis procedure only resulted in the extraction of three factors, but generally the items that are expected to do so, load on to the same factors. There are some exceptions. Item 3, a tangibles item (appearance of employees), does not load with the other tan- gibles items; item 9, a reliability item (error-free records), does not load with the other reliability items; item JO, a responsiveness item (employees telling exactly when the service will be performed}, does not load with the other responsiveness items; and, item 19, an empathy item (convenient operating hours), does not load with other empathy items.
In general, however, it can again be said that the SERVQUAL questionnaire possesses nomological validity for the measurement of service quality. As overall nomological validity has been demonstrated in all cases, H 4 is accepted.
Discriminant validity
For an instrument to possess discriminant validity, the factors need to be truly different from each other. The robustness of the PZB factors are somewhat in doubt on this criterion, according to Carman (1990) . Discriminant validity is an indication of the extent to which the measurement scale is novel, and not simply a reflection of some other variable. In the factor analyses in Tables 5, some doubt is cast on the SERVQUAL questionnaire's discriminant validity. One approach to evaluating the instrument in this regard is to use the reference axis correlations, which are produced as part of the SAS factor analysis output. For the regional airline this will be seen in Table 6a , where a high (-0.47775) partial cor- relation between factor one and two is indicated. It would thus seem that the SERVQUAL questionnaire as used in the study of service quality in a regional airline, is questionable with regard to discriminant validity under South African conditions. Further stronger evidence for this is provided by the high correlations of the items with more than one factor in Table 5a . For the graduate business school, rather than employ reference axis correlations, item scores on factors and commonalties were used as a means of visual assessment of discriminant validity. Here, some anomalous results are apparent in the factor analysis in Table 5b , which would tend to reduce discriminant validity -items 3 (the physical appearance of staff), and 4 (appearance of materials) are cases in point. The items load strongly onto more than one factor, and the commonality scores of 0.63 and 0.54 respectively are quite low. Other items where there appear to be non-discrimination are statements JO, 11, 13, 15, 18, 21 and 22 . Generally, it would not be unfair to say that in this case, the SERVQUAL questionnaire is lacking in discriminant validity. Similar discriminant validity problems have been reported in studies across the world in the computer manufacturing, retailing, auto insurance and life insurance industries (Parasuraman. Zeithaml & Berry, 1994) .
For the short-term insurance broker, the factor analysis in Table 5c , casts some doubt on the SERVQUAL questionnaire's discriminant validity. An indication of the weakness of the instrument in this area was once more provided by reference axis correlations, which indicated a high (-0.437) partial correlation between factors 1 and 2. A further pointer in this regard is the high coefficient alpha (0.9188) obtained by a correlation analysis of reliability and responsiveness items. A further correlation analysis on all 22 items in the instrument yielded a final indication of its questionable discriminant capability in terms of the five dimensions proposed by . This analysis yielded a coefficient alpha of 0.919. , used similar analyses to purify the instrument, where items with low corrected item-to-total correlations were deleted. This approach would result in the removal of all the tangibles items, and also item 15 (customers will feel safe in their transactions) in this study.
In the case of the retail pharmacies, a cursory examination of the factor analysis in Table 5d would seem to indicate that all the items load rather strongly on to all of the factors, suggesting that the factors may in fact be highly correlated -in fact, the lowest loading of an item onto a factor is that of item 1 onto Factor l, 0.40021. This is in fact confirmed by examination of the reference axis correlations as presented in Table  6b , in which it can be seen that the factors correlate quite highly with each other. In the case of Factors 1 and 2 the correlation is 0.4625, and other correlations exceed 0.3. As discriminant validity has not been demonstrated in any of the studies described here, H~ is rejected.
In summary then it can be said that the SERVQUAL instrument demonstrated generally acceptable levels of reliability; that content and convergent, as well as nomological validity 119 are high; and, that only in the case of discriminant validity the instrument is found wanting. These findings tend to be in line with those of Carman ( 1990) , Babakus & Boller ( 1991 ) , and Pitt, Oosthuizen & Morris ( 1992) .
Limitations of the study
Like all projects of a similar nature, this study has some obvious limitations which signal caution to the generalization of the findings. Firstly, the study was limited by the use of only four organizations within the Larsson-Bowen framework. Even if one accepts the allocation of particular organizations to the framework, the study is still in reality representative of those organizations only. Similarly, apart from the limitations of sampling, the studies conducted all utilized some form of mail survey. A notorious disadvantage of mail surveys is that they invariably induce a response bias -respondents at severe ends of the satisfaction spectrum tend to respond disproportionately (those who are delighted, and those who are angry). Finally, the studies were in a sense limited by the fact that the respondents were assumed by the questionnaire to be literate, firstly, and capable of understanding the English language, secondly. The SERVQUAL questionnaires used were all, only, in English. In a multicultural South Africa today that will not always be a reasonable assumption.
Recommendations
A number of aspects learned from this study may be beneficial to researchers in this area in the future, and thus serve as recommendations. In no particular order the following recommendations can be made.
Addition of items to the SERVQUAL questionnaire
Frequently, managers within industries may believe that their organizations are so unique that basic principles do not apply.
In conducting service quality research, it is frequently easy then, to gloss over the SERVQUAL questionnaire, and assert that it does not capture all the dimensions of service quality in that particular industry. The 22 items then become many more, and the original purposes of the developers in producing the instrument, namely elegance, genericism, and brevity, is lost. This was illustrated well in the case of the airline service quality study. A number of essentially repetitive questions may have resulted in very high coefficient alphas, without necessarily increasing the quality of measurement (See Dillon, Madden & Firtle, 1987 for an explanation of why this occurs). The effects of this on validity were also obvious in the subsequent factor analysis. Obviously wording will have to be changed depending on the type of organization and industry, in South Africa translation will frequently be required, and certainly items may have to be deleted or added. The recommendation is that this be done very carefully. Perhaps even more importantly, when the SERVQUAL questionnaire is used in commercial settings by marketing researchers, clients should be aware of the implications, and insist more rigidly on rigorous monitoring and assessment, and eventual alteration, of the instrument used.
Measuring service quality in South Africa
This series of studies was conducted among literate, mainly white South Africans, with at least a command of the English language. In the future it may be important to develop ways of measuring service quality in other languages, while still maintaining reliability and validity. It will also be important in third-world countries to adapt marketing measures, of which the SERVQUAL questionnaire is one, which can be communicated to illiterate consumers.
That the reliability and validity of the SERVQUAL questionnaire be established in using it in commercial marketing research applications It is likely that the SERVQUAL questionnaire will be used increasingly to measure service quality in organizations both in South Africa and the rest of the world in the future. Its reliability and validity have been reasonably well demonstrated both internationally and in South Africa. However it is recommended, for three reasons, that in commercial applications a check still be maintained on reliability and validity. First, this is simply good research practice, and it is fair that clients demand this of their marketing research su~pliers: Second, questionable results in this regard may pomt to madequate research methodology and practice. Or ~irdl~, ques_tio_nable results may shed light on interestin~ s1tuat1~ns w1thm the company, or its markets. Low alpha coefficients, for example, may be a sign that the company faces tw? or m_ore distinct market segments, who rate the SQI, or by d1mens1on, very differently. These may be different types of customer, as for example the students versus the execu~ive~ in the graduate business school study. Likewise, an orga~1zat1on surveying customers at different geographic l~at1ons, may find that alphas are low because of the very different nature of service quality at the various branches. Wh~tever the reasons for low reliability and validity in a ~~1cular study, in all likelihood interesting and useful ms1ghts may be given to managers.
Directions for future research
So~e directions for possible future research in the area of ser~1ce quali~y within organization typologies, under South African conditions, are suggested. There has not been a great S.Afr.J .Bus. Manage.1997 2 8(l) deal of research work done in the area of service quality in South Africa, so in general there is scope for much continued effort in this regard. Additional replications alone will provide a great deal of further insight. However, it is in the areas of communication, and cross-cultural comparisons that the richest advances may be made. If the SERVQUAL questionnaire is to be translated, it will be important to ascertain what effects (accurate) translation have on its reliability. Recently some interesting work has also been done on the effects of using iconic and graphic rating scales, and simple graphic instructions on an adapted version of the SERVQUAL questionnaire (Labadie & Harrison, 1991) . Where much marketing research will have to be done with illiterate consumers as respondents in South Africa in the future, ways of communicating with them will need to be the focus of a great deal of research. In its present form, the SERVQUAL questionnaire requires a reasonably high degree of literacy, whether it be communicated to the respondent by mail, telephone or personally.
Cross-cultural comparisons of service quality perceptions will also provide for rewarding research in South Africa. Do different cultural groups have different expectations and perceptions of service quality of different providers? Are the dimensions of service quality equally important to these different groups? These are questions which will need to be answered if service quality is to be measured and managed in South Africa in the future.
